pagan synthesis. The invariable mistake of modern scholars has been to ignore the unspoken epistemological and metaphysical dogmas of their discipline in the treatment of the Greek Fathers. Thus it is that they are led to place all Christian thought within the narrow history of Western philosophy and consequently to insist that the Fathers adopted Hellenistic political philosophy, the "facts" establishing that Eusebius took the lead.
In In other words, the Christian commonwealth is to be governed by two "ministries," the Imperium and the sacerdotium, for there are two natures in the one person of Christ. The "primacy" belongs to the sacerdotium by virtue of its spiritual character and purpose.
Of even greater importance, however, was that which the symphonia implied, that is, the Christian vision of history. The Byzantine Christocracy was the political explication of the Incarnation, expressing the theandric synergism which the Greek Fathers said informed the whole course and nature of history. Likewise, Eusebius, denying the actual "enfleshment of God," necessarily maintained a view of history, and consequently the Christian politela, different from that espoused by the Fathers. His political theology perpetuated the pagan idea of kingship and thereby brought with it a tacit return to pagan rationalism: the problem of "first principles," the metaphysical dualism which described time as cyclical, multiform, and incarcerating, and eternity as permanent, simple, and supersensible. Against his teachings, the Greek Fathers set traditional ontology and Christology: the vision that reality was analogous to the Incarnation, the union of linear time and mysterious eternity, the created and the Uncreated, the visible and the invisible. 4 Examining the religio-political thought of the Greek Fathers from the fourth to the ninth century, therefore, we ought to come to the conclusion that any theory which considers Eusebian political theology to be patristic and the theoretical foundation of the Christian Roman Empire must be open to serious question. We suggest that this contention can be defended by comparing Eusebianism in all its ramifications with patristic ontology and Christology, the result being at every level of discourse (and necessarily at the political level) clear opposition between them. In other words, Eusebius was not the political master of the Fathers, because he was not their intellectual and religious magister; and since the Christological basis of the Byzantine Empire was Chalcedonian, the Fathers were the real creators of East Roman political theory and not Eusebius. His political theology depended upon assumptions which could not be reconciled with the Christian revelation.
We hope to support our argument with evidence generally not taken into account by most historians. After describing the pagan Roman idea of empire-upon which Eusebius constructed his own view-we will begin to trace the Christological development of the Roman imperium christianum inaugurated by Constantine the Great. Our study, then, in each of its sections, will seek to link that which will prove to be its unity. There will be chronological progression, to be sure, but the unity will be found primarily in the simple equation "ontology: Christology: politela.
'

I
The Augustan reconstruction was more than a political renewal. It was a complete religio-philosophical vision, a vision of the urbs aeterna, the ultimate solution to the human predicament. The pax Romana was to be an everlasting, universal order, a cosmopolis which "marked, indeed, the rededication of the imperial city to her secular task, the realization of those ideals of human emancipation towards which the thought and aspiration of antiquity had pointed hitherto in vain."
5
As a gift from Jove, Rome was destined to bring enduring justice, unity, and peace to the anarchic multiplicity of nations which from the beginning of history had known nothing save disorder, conflict, and suffering. Augustus, then, would accomplish this end through the exercise of power and reason. He would reintegrate the ancient world, salvaging and amalgamating those elements in it which had proved most usefiil, beneficial, and excellent, and, by infusing them with the great ideals of the Roman people, create ecumenical happiness. It was the genius of Augustus that he could utilize the nostalgia of Cato and Cicero as well as the imagination of Caesar and Antony.
The vision of Augustus, however, had first been divined by Alexander the Great. It was Alexander, Plutarch tells us, who discovered the formula that a world state required for its success that its citizens possess not a common blood but a common mind, homonoia. Moreover, the ruler of this world state must be the living symbol and source of all the dreams of those he governs. He must be a father with the profoundest concern (philanthrôpia) for the welfare of his subjects. He must be their Savior and Benefactor (Sôtêr hai Euergetês), discharging, in imitation of God, the function of an earthly providence. Thus Toynbee finds the origin of the pax Romana in Alexander's belief that "God is the common father of men-a truth which argues that if the divine father of the human family is left out of the reckoning, there is no possibility of forging any alternative bond of purely human texture which will avail of itself to hold mankind together. The only society that is capable of embracing the whole of mankind is a superhuman Civitas Dei " β Alexan-der, therefore, linked monarchy, monotheism, and peace. Augustus put the head of Alexander on his signet ring. The Hellenization of the Roman Imperium was a process consciously initiated by Augustus Caesar himself. The unfolding of his "sacral kingship" was achieved through the mobilization of all those public agencies within the Empire which could transform him from a man into a demi god. He concentrated upon himself "the yearnings of his contemporaries (which one may call almost messianic) for a deliverer, a savior, and a benefactor."
7 Through art, literature, cultus, and cunning, he strove to make the Imperium Romanum the definitive religio-political ordo, with himself the veritable father of humanity. He took the title and functions of pontifex maximus. He was a sacred monarchos with a "genius"-the Greek daimön and the Persian fravashi. Augustus was more than a constitutional princeps-, he was the representative of Jove, the giver of every good gift and every perfect endowment. He was hominum pater, pater orbis, praesens et conspicuus deus, lex animata. He did not presume to be a god as Pharaoh did, but he would not refuse the various solar ascriptions of Hellenistic and Near Eastern kingship.
8 Again, he was pater patriae who summoned the Roman people to a rejuvenation of their ancient duties and virtues; but, of course, in terms of the new circumstances, a people who through him would bring peace to the entire world (oikoumene).
Augustus had wished to use the Hellenistic monarchies as a model, but after his death the Empire was Orientalized beyond his expectations. Logos," theos epiphanês, Sol invictus, the ecktype of Jove. He confirmed the extinction of the "old order" by the removal of the imperial residence to Nicomedia and thereby prepared the way for Constantine's historic enterprise.
Constantine the Great (312-37) arrested the progress of the Roman despotatismos and placed the Empire under the protection of the Christian God. If we may believe Eusebius of Caesarea, a statue of the Emperor holding the cross was erected in Rome with the words "senatui populoque Romano in libertatem asserto pristinum decus nobilitatis splendoremque restituì."
9 Henceforth he would work to convert the Romanum Imperium into a Christian commonwealth. It is true that he did not eliminate the diadem, sacred vestments, the purple mantle, paladumentum, the scepter with the eagle, the proskynêsis, the titles of solar theology and pontifex maximus, but as a Christian he rejected their presuppositions. 10 The city of Constantine was the dramatic symbol of the Empire's new adventure. If one believes, as I do, that he was a genuine Christian, then that adventure must have involved a revolutionary break with the religio-political traditions of pagan antiquity. He accepted neither the fiction of aeterna Roma nor the pretensions of Hellenistic kingship. The Edict of Milan was certainly a departure from anything found in the ancient world. Its declaration of religious liberty, the "formal and explicit abandonment of any attempt" on the part of the state "to control spiritual life," was utterly irreconcilable with the whole conception of "divine kingship."
11 His Ad coetum sanctorum evidences an attitude towards his role and the uniqueness of Christianity that must have been a scandal to the Hellenists and an offense to the Romans. Constantine was a Christian, and between his religion and the world he recognized a fundamental antithesis. To be sure, he could take from the world whatever truth God had deposited in history for the preservation and enlightenment of mankind, but the classical Weltanschauung could have no place in the life of the saints.
II
The choice of Constantine to create a Christian politela probably changed the course of history. Eusebius, recognizing the cruciality of 9 Vita Const. 1, 40 (PG 20, 995D-996A). For convenience, we will rely upon Migne almost entirely for the Greek texts of Fathers and ecclesiastical writers; the more critical editions do not affect our arguments.
10 A natural deduction from the belief in Constantine's genuine conversion to Christianity. An interesting summary of various scholarly opinions about that "conversion" is to be found in A. Neither logic nor the facts justify the conclusion that the Byzantine Fathers ever recognized Eusebius as their political teacher. If we may turn to the "sixth and seventh centuries, when the composition of the Byzantine liturgies was nearly completed, the attitude of the Church toward Constantine, though similar at first glance, will be seen to be fundamentally different from the theory of Eusebius. Her position is found in the Menaion of the saints for May. 17 Everywhere may be ob served the reference to the Bible. The author(s) chose to compare Con stantine to David and Solomon rather than pagan kings. There is also an unexpected allusion to St. Paul. Of particular interest must be the way in which the author(s) interpreted the idea of Isapostolos. St. Constan-tine is "equal to the apostles," because "having beheld with his own eyes the sign of thy Cross in the heavens, and like Paul having accepted thy call not from man, was given the reigning city."
18 Again, as "the pious servant of God," he "was granted the wisdom of Solomon and the meekness of David, and the orthodoxy of the apostles."
19 Like the apostles, too, Constantine "despised idols, erecting on earth a temple to the One who was crucified for our sakes." 20 He was granted the "sceptre of kingship," because he brought all nations to Christ through the Cross, which he implanted everywhere.
Constantine is the "benefactor" (euergetês) of mankind. He is "the superior of every sovereign." 21 He is unvanquished, because he freely offered "the oikoumenê to God." 22 He was "anointed priest and king" (hiereus te christheis kai basileus), that he might "sanctify a people and a city" and because he "established with mercy the Church of God."
23
He gives the oikoumenê to God as a "dowry" (proikos). As a "priest," he "offers" his kingdom to God and "heals" the people with the truth.
24
He rules a "priestly commonwealth" (ieras politeias) as "a prize from heaven," from the "transcendent in essence Lord and Logos who anointed thee with the Spirit." 25 Thus did "David my servant" destroy "the error of idolatry and confirm the cosmos in Christ." "The King of creation... having foreseen the goodness of thy heart's submission" did enlighten "thy mind with the knowledge of true worship and declare thee to the cosmos to be the sun, enlightening and shining."
26
The Byzantine liturgists connected Constantine with the victorious Christ, the Lord of history. Therefore, the apparent allusions in their texts to Hellenistic kingship, especially "solar theology" and "sacral kingship," are better understood not so much as the adoption of Hellenistic political theology as the Christian adaptation of Hebrew kingship. In other terms, because the Church is "the body of Christ" (Eph 1:23), the solar theology ascribed to Christ by Scripture was communicated to the Church to which the Empire was joined and of which the emperor was the "politicar' head. Again, there is no doubt that the emperors claimed to be the successors to the Hebrew kings and even Moses and Melchizedek. 28 Thus the "priestly character" of the Byzantine rulers was something which followed naturally from the nature of the societas Christiana which they governed. Inasmuch as the Empire was united to the Church, the new Israel (1 Pt 2:9), the emperor, albeit a "priest," was a "lay priest," the leading member of the basileion hierateuma. 30 Also, they were cognizant of Origen's teachings-Eusebius' master-with whom "Hellenism attempts to creep into the Church." 81 In this very important connection, then, it is also true that the Greek Fathers in particular were concerned with the refutation of the pagan con ception of time (i.e., cyclical becoming) and eternity (i.e., the perpetual nowness to which the disembodied spirit of man escapes); for it was the metaphysical dualism which lay behind Eusebius' conception of Chris tian kingship. In other words, the attitude of the Fathers towards the unity of Church and state was determined precisely by their "theology" and their understanding of the relationship between God, Christ, and history. Such facts, incidentally, lead us to consider the Hellenistic ap pellations given to the Christian emperors as the kind of rhetoric which characterized the literature of the so-called patristic era.
ΠΙ
We have seen that logic keenly suggests the conclusion that the Eusebian and Christian political theologies were opposed. They differed for very specific reasons: not only did Eusebius seek to make the Constantinian renovado a quasi-Christian extension of the Augustan rev olution, while the Church viewed it as a Christian version of the Hebrew theocracy, but, as we shall see, the ontological principles involved in the debate were mutally exclusive. The intellectual clarification of those differences began with the Arian heresy and would be consummated with the Church's victory over iconoclasm-and, curiously, Eusebius was "present" at the beginning and the end. The centuries of theologi cal controversy were instrumental in pointing up divergent views of history and salvation which the variant political theories assumed. -not an unnatural alliance, since both had Origen as their masterbrought into prominence those opposing ontologies. Although Eusebius did not openly espouse all the doctrines of Arius, they were one in their political theology. They both connected monarchy and monotheism, a theory which decidedly involved an unorthodox Christology. In common they held that the Logos was "a lesser being, however close to God," and were thereby prepared "to bow to the will of the emperor, as also God's vicegerent on earth." 38 In other terms, since theology (the doctrine of God in Himself) and Christology (the doctrine of Christ) were necessarily interrelated, a difference in theology must dictate a difference in Christology. As G. H. Williams says, "two Christologies gave rise to, or at least were associated with, two main views of the Empire and the relationship of the Church to it " 34 The dispute between the orthodox and the Arians was a clash over the nature of the Incarnation: whether it was an event which brought the transcendental, absolute God into the very course of the time which He created or whether it was the epiphany of a Christian Apollo. Had God entered history as a man or had the deuteros theos merely leaped from eternity to speak for the Unknown God who remained sequestered in the abyss of the apeiron?
The essential incompatibility between Eusebianism and the Fathers was clear almost at once. The association between Eusebius and Arius
The gotten of God, but not equal to Him. The Incarnation, therefore, was not the historical revelation of God in the flesh, but the apocalypse of a lesser deity. The man Jesus was not an organ, a mousikos anêr, a lyre of the Logos (Dem. evangel. 4, 13, 7). The orthodox believed Christ to be true man and true God. These teachings were converted into political terms. The Arians equated the emperor with the Father and the priesthood with the inferior Son. The Emperor was rex et sacerdos, head of the Imperium, sacerdotium, and ekklêsia. On the other hand, the orthodox proclaimed the equality of the Logos and the Father, hence subordinating the imperium to the sacerdotium, having related the former with the "humanity" of Christ and the priesthood with His "divinity." Together they governed the Christian commonwealth, which was virtually identified with the ekklêsia. The Arians saw the Christology (and theology) of the orthodox as a threat to their political theology, a "rebellion" on the ontological level.
85
Neither Eusebius nor the Arians were able to construe history as the vehicle of salvation. They were unprepared to make the Incarnationthe irruption of eternity into time-the center of their oikonomia. The Arian-Eusebian axis was a tacit return to Hellenism. The Logos was for them "the intermediate being of Neoplatonic theology, neither Very God' nor Very man,' but through the Spirit which in turn he was believed to engender, a 'link' between the two."
36 Like Origen, they would not refer to the Logos as autotheos or anarchos arche, but "after the Father." They permitted the Father no contact with "multiplicity." The Logos mediated the "one and the many," He who "comes between the Unbegotten and the being of things made" (Origen, Contra Cels. 3, 34). Origen, Eusebius, and the Arians, Hellenists as they were, sought to discover the mystery of the universe in scientific unity, compulsively reducing multiplicity to Euclidean simplicity. Occasionally, the writings of Eusebius display an attempt to break with Origenism, but he seems unable to turn the corner.
The Origenist mentality of Eusebius is nowhere more palpable than in " Arian monotheism, says Peterson, "ist ein politische Forderung, ein Stück der Reichpolitik" (p. 95). In this connection he states that the "orthodoxe Trinitfitlehre bedrohte in der Tat die politische Theologie des Imperium Romanian" (p. 96).
ae Cochrane, op. cit., p. 223. The fact that Eusebius seems not to have rejected the eternity of the Son or that perhaps he was attempting to mediate the heresies of Sabellianism (of which he thought orthodoxy a version) and Arianism and fell inadvertently into error, fails to touch our argument. Among other things, his Hellenism is manifest by his inability to think outside its categories, e.g., the Son is "after" the Father, who is "first of all"; and the Holy Spirit is "in third order" (Dem. evang. 4, 4, 2). his letter to Augusta, the sister of Constantine. 37 The entire work is written in Origenist idiom. He replies to Augusta's desire to have an ikon or sacred image. He tells her that the ikon is pagan and it is wrong for a Christian to possess one. She must not think that ikons have any religious value. In any case, it is impossible for the divine to be artistically rendered in a "perishable frame." There is an infinite disparity between the reality (ousios) and the image (eikön).
38
It is unworthy of the divine to be depicted in "the fashion of beasts," Eusebius continues. 39 God, Christ, and the saints must be "contemplated" in "the purity of the human heart." 40 For Eusebius, then, as for Strabo, Lucian, and Plutarch, the divine, anything spiritual, could not be embodied in matter, and all art was simply a creature of the human imagination. Moreover, as the disciple of Origen, he inherited a spiritualism which demanded that one must look beyond "symbols" for "truth." Temporal and sensual things were vastly inferior to, and profoundly less interesting than, the immaterial realities. Eusebius looked upon time as something accidental and relentless, with even the Incarnation only a moment in the continuous story of divine theophanies. In other words, the Eusebian ontology, the Origenist Middle-Platonic dualism, meant the Hellenization of Christianity, something which was reflected in his political theology.
The rejoinder of the Greek Fathers to the Eusebian philosophy was to insist that the Logos-God became man and that this unity represented a coincidentia oppositorum. The importance of God in history was not something "philosophical" but essentially and crucially soteriological. 42 Gregory of Nyssa makes it very clear that this "union" is not figurative: "He who sustains creation is commingled in us and is being fused to our nature in order that we might become divine through our mixing (epimixia) with God. For Christ's return from death commenced the very principle by which our mortal race gains immortality."
43
Deification is both a process and an actuality, a becoming and a being. The telos of history is already present in the process. This teaching was expressed by "the dogma of Chalcedon," which "provides a basis of the theology of history, which otherwise is liable to founder in a doctrine of endless Becoming, or to dissolve in a timeless Ideal." 44 The awareness of 65D) ; Maximus the Confessor, Ad Thai. 60 (PG 90, 921 AB), etc. In anticipation of certain objections, it should be observed that there are essential differences between the patristic teaching on deification (theösis) and the pagan idea of it. The differences relate to that which separated the Church from Hellenism: time, grace, and the resurrection of the body. Hellenism believed that deification meant the absorption of soul, which had escaped the prison of the body, into the divine, beyond time. The "escape" was achieved by human effort, asceticism, and special knowledge (gnosis). For the Greek Fathers, however, deification or salvation begins in time, body and soul, through grace en Christo. The patristic gnosis is the gift of the Holy Spirit. See Jules Gross, La divinisation du chrétien d'après les Pères grecs (Paris, 1938) . Following Origen, Eusebius apparently believed "deification" to be "spiritual perfection" and not the ontological transformation of human nature. See E. Mersch, The Whole Christ (London, 1956) pp. 253 f. 42 The Fathers employed many words to describe the union of God and man, such as koinönia, methexis, parousia, etc.-often borrowed from Hellenic philosophy. Their use of them, however, is unlike that to which they were put by the pagans. "Union," according to the Fathers, meant the uniting of the total man with God in Christ, in the Church, in the sacraments through the Holy Spirit. "Union" is a process which begins now, a process initiated by Christ's resurrection; it was something accomplished by grace. See G. this truth led the Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon to subdue the heresies of Nestorianism (which sundered the divine and the human in Christ) and Monophysitism (the divine absorbing the human). The first made the deification of man impossible, the latter abrogated his humanity; and, at the same time, the consequence of Nestorianism for history was to utterly secularize it, while the end of Monophysitism was to extinguish the integrity of the created order, that is to say, it was a form of pantheism. The defenders of the traditional Christology, however, maintained a balance of the divine and the human in history. They used Aristotelian language and concepts in their refutation of the Christological extremes. The "realism" was very effective against the sporadic revival of Origenism and growing influence of Neoplatonism. 46 Both were dualist systems, while Aristotle proved compatible with the Chalcedonian doctrine of Christ, i.e., the philosophers' idea that "form" and "matter" were joined not unlike the "two natures" in Christ, the two dimensions of history. Of course, the "two natures" were not "confused" and the "divinity" of Christ was not really the "form" of His "humanity." Nevertheless, the relationship was accurately defined by Chalcedon. It was Leontius of Byzantium (485-543) who attempted to resolve the question with his idea of the enhypostasis-the humanity of Christ inhered in the single divine hypostasis of the Logos without a loss of identity. 46 The Fathers after Leontius, consequently, transposed his Christology into cosmological terms. In the words of Dionysius the Areopagite (ca. 550), the cosmos is "manifest" and "demonstrable," "unspeakable" and "hidden," both aspects fully "intertwined."
47 Such a concept strikes at the very heart of Neoplatonism. 48 
nomena,"
49 but the physical cosmos is intelligible through the spiritual reality which illumines and upholds it. 50 There is a unity without the confusion of its dimensions. 51 He drew this conclusion from the fact that the Church is an analogy of the "diophysitic Christ" and the cosmos an "image of the Holy Church of God." 52 The incarnational ontology and cosmology of the post-Chalcedonian Greek Fathers were a reply to Origenism and Neoplatonism, which appear to have passed together into the next century and into the iconoclastic controversy. It is not without significance that the iconodules or advocates of "sacred art" saw their task to be "a direct refutation of Origenism."
53 Iconodulism was also a rejection of Neoplatonism, to which historians believe the Church was obliged for her iconological assumptions, that is, the eifeon-prototype concept. 54 But the iconodules never taught that the ikon was an earthly mimesis of a heavenly archetype. The ikon was not the mirror of a timeless world. It was, in fact, a sensual form to an abiding spiritual reality, a reality which was not separate from its visible representation. Unlike the pagan Greeks, who recongized no basic connection between the transitory and the permanent, the iconographer depicted sanctified individuals as present in their ikon. The dualism between time and eternity, Bowra says, "provided Greek art with its guiding ideal," 55 whereas the iconographer struggled to create a vessel worthy of holding "the other world." 56 Thus, in painting the saints, for example, he never portrayed them as physically and humanly beautiful but as deified.
57
By virtue of the Chalcedonian Christology and the patristic ontological explication of it, John of Damascus likewise contended that no insuperable barrier existed between time and eternity. The supreme demonstration of this fact, he said, was the Incarnation. Therefore, the making of an ikon of God is possible. He became "truly man, living upon the earth and dwelling among men.. . 3, 2, 3 (PG 99, 417C) ; also the other patristic witness cited in n. 38 above. to the prototype through the ikon, implying thereby their unity. More importantly, however, the Council was the culmination of the Fathers' effort to define the place of the Church's Greek heritage, a heritage which Origen, Eusebius, and those like them sought to give an impossible status. The Christianization of Hellenism was a triumph of the Church, a triumph of supernatural faith over natural reason.
." (De fid. orth. 4, 16). His arguments in
IV
It is probably fair to say at this point that a necessary connection exists between Christology and ontology. May we say also that because patristic thought is Chalcedonian and Eusebian thought Platonic, therefore they hold opposing "political" theories? Is there anything in the way of further empirical evidence that the Greek Fathers did not follow the political theology of Eusebius? We believe there is-a matter central to the very conception of Hellenistic kingship: caesaropapism. We must consider now whether the Fathers recognized the Christian emperor as theologically and juridically the head, kephalion, of the ekklêsia and the basileia.
Was he the God-appointed organic head of the Church (as well as the Empire) in matters pertaining to doctrine and piety? Was the Empire in any sense "divine"? Did the Fathers think of him as a successor to King David or Augustus Caesar spiritually?
Those Fathers who accepted the mating of the Christian Church and the Roman Empire did in fact reject the idea of the emperor's preternaturale. They consciously busied themselves with severing all ties between monarchy and monotheism. They did everything possible to personalize, historicize, and biblicize him and his authority. Indeed, the Fathers contrived "to hold the Emperor under specifically Christian judgment." 59 They placed him within the Church and declared his kratos (sovereignty), kratêsis (civil power), and exousia (= Imperium) as a ruler to be "legitimate" only under that condition. His "legal status" within the commonwealth depended upon his "good standing in the Church," his orthodoxy, and his obedience to ecclesiastical canons.
60
His reign was pleasing to God, said Basil the Great, so long as it was not sinful. 61 As a member of the Church, he must submit to those means by which any man is saved. 62 The emperor may be autokrator, but he is also therapön, a servant, an attendant of God and wholly subject to the divine truth. The emperor, asserted the Fathers, is neither "absolute" nor "divine." Although Christians were to obey him, their first duty was to the gospel. It is true that he was addressed as pietas, sacratissimus, sanctissimus, even dominus, but when he was unorthodox he was called tyrannos, antichristos, christomachos. 64 Again, the familiar phrase "quod principi placuit, legis habit vigorem" (usually taken from Justinian's Digest 1, 4, 1) is often lifted from its very important context: "ut postea cum lege regia, quae de imperio ejus lata est populus ei et in eum omne suum Imperium et potestatem conférât." 65 This was a description of imperial power originally stated by the Roman jurist Ulpian, the friend and adviser of Emperor Septimius Severus. It was a legal dictum which clearly announced that the authority of the emperor was conferred upon him by the Roman people. Both Augustus and Constantine claimed to have restored the Republic and thereby secured the rights of the people. Justinian, too, learned that the Roman political structure carried within it the implicit right of rebellion (e.g., the Nika Revolt of 532). And in a Christian politela his powers were further curtailed by ecclesiastical law, doctrine, and morality. In 491, at the coronation of Anastasius I, the emperor took a vow of obedience to the decrees of Church councils.
66
It was the first such oath in Roman history.
Again, the emperor was not a "minister of the word and sacrament," nor could he impose doctrine upon the sacerdotium, let alone Christian society. To be sure, he wore vestments similar to those of the bishop and had a special place in the worship of the Church, such as censing the sanctuary at the Christmas liturgy, offering the sermon during the Vespers at the beginning of Lent, and receiving Holy Communion directly from the altar as the clergy; nevertheless, he was not a priest and many Fathers disapproved of even these privileges. 67 Emperor Marcian, as we know, was hailed as priest-king at the Council of Chalcedon, but this did not give sacerdotal status to him or any Byzantine imperatore The quasisacerdotal functions of the emperor were "in fact a continuation of the fiction of Privilegium which dispensed with certain laws in favor of Julius Caesar and Octavius, and which, in later days, recognized the special position assigned to the Christian Emperor." 69 Yet he, as the ruler of a Christian kingdom, had the obligation to intervene in some religious matters, for the state of religion had definite political and social ramifications; conversely, the clergy in such a kingdom had the right to advise and even defy the emperor when his policies affected the spiritual welfare of Christians.
The emperor was "bishop of the outside." Constantine is supposed to have said to a group of bishops: "You are indeed bishops of all which pertains to things within the Church, but I have been appointed a bishop also, a bishop of the outside." 70 The meaning of his remark (if indeed he made it at all) has been keenly debated. According to some historians, this expression (episkopos tön ektos) indicated that Constantine claimed to possess authority over the organization and administration of the Church.
71 J. Staub believes that "bishop to or of the outside" extended the emperor's competence to everything in the Church save those things bearing directly upon the soul.
72 Dvornik rejects these theories and also the idea that the emperor's words applied only to pagans and heretics (i.e., those outside the Church). He prefers to think that by "assuming the title of bishop, Constantine recognized his role in the Christianization of the state, in helping Christianity to become victorious over other religions and in enforcing Christian precepts among all his subjects."
73 This opinion has merit, but it does not clarify for us what were the limitations of the emperor's powers and responsibilities.
The evidence suggests to us that the Emperor was epi-skopos, "overseer" of all things within the commonwealth whether "religious" or "secular." He provided the clergy with the machinery for the evangelization of the oikoumenê and the ethnê. He also must have had the right to watch over their effort and to ensure their success by every measure available to him. His "episcopacy" was a necessary part of his philanthröpia (loving concern for mankind) and must have involved more than "secular matters." East Rome was a Christian society, which means that religious doctrine, piety, and law were the business of everyone. The emperor had not only to build orphanages, hospitals, and temples, pay the missionaries, etc., but he had to create an atmosphere in which the individual might work out his salvation in fear and trembling. He must de- clare and disseminate the truth of Christianity and, whenever possible, enforce the decrees and discipline of the Church. Thus, he did in fact have a religious commission from God. In his letter to Constantius, Cyril of Jerusalem exhorted him "to emulate your blessed father Constantine, who was rewarded by finding the true Cross." He must erect "the trophy of the Cross before all men" if he wishes to defeat his enemies and bring peace to his realm and happiness to his house. 74 The historians Sozomen and Socrates tell us that the emperor was commonly referred to as "Moses," 75 whose authority in ancient Israel, as we know, was not restricted to organizational and social matters. Finally, as a "new David," the emperor must commit himself and his people to the truth, "for truth is the protection of the emperor, especially the Christian emperor. With it, he may rule in safety," Athanasius told Constantius. "As the Scriptures say, 'Mercy and truth safeguard the king, and with righteousness is his throne surrounded' (Prv 20:28). Therefore was the wise Zorobabel victorious and all the people cried: 'Great is the truth which must prevail' (3 Esd 4, 41)." 76 In other words, the Fathers understood the emperor to be not the fountain of truth but the servant of the gospel.
The truth must rule the emperor and he must rule by it. He must be fidei defensor. "Knowing that nothing serves the man-loving God more than that all Christians have one and the same mind towards the true and immaculate faith," Justinian proclaimed, "and that no schism injure the Holy Church of God, it is necessary for us to take the lead on every occasion to prune the scandalizers from her. They scandalize the confession of the orthodox faith, which was delivered to the saints of God's Church. It is manifest from our edict that we have sought to protect her from dissension and to protect those professing the orthodox religion by opposing the truth to the contentious and above all to pursue diligently the unity of God's people." 77 Thus, in the case of Justinian, his condemnation of the "Three Chapters" was not entirely presumptuous. Nor may his action be viewed as the intrusion of the "secular power" into spiritual mattersthere was nothing "secular" in Byzantium. Yet he did arrogate to himself authority which properly did not fall within his own sphere of power: he presumed to enter the doctrinal aegis of the sacerdotium, the Church from the "inside." However, his error is understandable, since the line between "inside" and "outside," often obscured by circumstance, could not always be clearly seen. For that there should be rulers, rule, and ruled is not to be doubted. They exist to prevent confusion, the people swaying like the waves of the sea in every direction Hence Paul does not say "for there is no ruler but from God," but rather it is the fact of government of which he speaks and says "there is no power but from God."
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In another place John says that no ruler governs "his fellow servants by natural authority and therefore he often loses his authority. In a word, things which do not inhere naturally must readily admit to change and transposition."
83
John is really saying no more than that no particular government is necessary for the realization of the divine plan, and certainly no empire is eternal. He asserts that the course of history proves that kingdoms rise and fall, each playing its part in the purpose of God. The Roman Empire, therefore, exists for the same reason. It is the last of "the four empires" mentioned by Daniel the prophet. Rome exists to "withhold" (katechein) the Antichrist. 84 But just as "the Medes fell before the Babylonians, the Babylonians to the Persians, the Persians to the Macedonians, and the Macedonians to the Romans," so will Rome eventually fall before the Antichrist, who will commence an era of evil and lawlessness. Consequently, John placed little trust in the Empire as a means by which universal peace and justice would come; and assuredly he found nothing about Rome which could be viewed as "holy." The Constantinian renovado was a failure because it was ab initio misbegotten. It was foolish to unite the Church with a sick Romanum imperium. There should have been no alliance with a government whose malady might very well prove to be contagious. As Carter says, "the implication was [for Chrysostom] that the Roman Empire was a tyranny and the Church a true kingdom." good it did bring. 86 Since Rome was a monarchy, he saw the blessings of the kingdom as the direct result of the emperor's rule, a rule which depended upon his character. John drew from precepts of the Old Testament and the language of Stoicism so popular in his day to describe "the good emperor." He insisted that he must rule with "temperance," "justice," and for "the common good," none of which would be possible for the ruler unless he first possessed "self-control." Moreover, in matters of religion, the emperor must seek the advice of the priests and monks. In particular, the bishop "has received authority to loose sins committed against God," John said; "much more will he be able to remit those committed against man. For the sacred laws take place under his hands and even the emperor is subject to them. Hence, when there is need for a good from God, the emperor is accustomed to fly to the priest and not the priest to the emperor."
87 He defined the jurisdiction of the emperor as cities and armies in comparison to the power of the sacerdotium and monks over doctrine and "the inward man." The Empire chastises evildoers, while the Church, in anticipation of the kingdom of God, sanctifies all earthly life.
88
Chrysostom seems not to have approached the question of Church and state ideologically. 89 His thinking was more practical, more pastoral. Not unlike him, Basil the Great was alarmed by the Constantinian renovado. In fact, he went further than the Patriarch of Constantinople and openly repudiated it by becoming the central figure in the monastic resistance.
90
He placed the Roman Empire among the "barbarians," the pagan ethnê, 91 and called for an immediate withdrawal of believers from the disastrous alliance contracted by the Church. Not that Basil was not greatly concerned with the problems of social reconstruction, but he refused to permit Christianity to substitute for the bankrupt culture of Greco-Roman civilization. Hence, the attitude he wished the Church to take with regard to the Empire was a spiritual one, that is, to convert its citizens. In any case, he declared, the Church is the oikoumenê, the Empire only a parody of it. Ecumenicity is a spiritual and eschatological concept, not a political one. 92 The Church is the only "country" for the followers of Christ. If the world is to be converted, it must be done without the Roman Imperium and its earthly power. The separation from the world which Basil advocated did not imply "civil disobedience," particularly not to Christian monarchs. Believers must "render unto Caesar." 93 The state exists for the "common good" and nothing ought to pervert its legitimate ends. 94 Moreover, the withdrawal for which he called did not always mean flight into the desertBasil himself took the See of Caesarea in 370. On the occasion of the Feast of the Forty Martyrs of Sebaste, therefore, he exhorted his listeners to make the oikoumenê their home and to have no attachments to any city or province. 95 Writing to Amphilochius after his consecration, Basil reminds him that he is no longer a Cappadocian; he is now a bishop and "all believers in Christ are one people, a people called by God from many regions to be one in the Church; and so our former country rejoices at the economy of the Lord.... "
9e "Detachment," withdrawal," then, meant for Basil primarily indifference to all earthly pleasures, which alone could release the individual to pursue the glory of God.
Basil was not contemptuous of marriage, children, and domestic routine, but he was convinced that these lead to the anxiety and ambition which must inhibit spiritual perfection. That life "brings a thousand earthly cares" which make it enormously difficult to gain "detachment of the soul from the sympathies of the body." Perfection will come only when we are "cityless, homeless, vagabond, asocial, without property. ... "
97 Therefore, he concluded that the sure path to salvation is the monastery: the monk alone is "the true and authentic Christian."
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Basil and his followers must have been persuasive, for under his leadership cenobitic monasteries sprang up everywhere in the Empire and remained an essential characteristic of Byzantine life until the end. It is interesting, too, that the monks were the strongest opponents of the sometime imperial ambition to control the priesthood. Since most bishops were taken from the monasteries, we can understand, in part, sacerdotal resistance to the Hellenistic nostalgia of the emperors. V That Eusebian and patristic ontology, Christology, and political theories are irreconcilable should now be evident. But did the teachings of the Greek Fathers in fact affect the Romanum Imperium itself? Did Byzantium indeed become Christian through those very centuries in which the theological controversies raged and the Fathers were giving intellectual form to the Church's faith?
We have observed already that in the fourth century Eusebius and the Arians thought to perpetuate the Hellenistic idea of empire: the idea of the imperator or basileus as caput mundi, the voice of God on earth, the pontifex maximus, pater humanitatis. They interpreted the Constantinian renovatio as the Christian stage of the pax Romana. They were as opposed to the orthodox teaching of the Trinity as they were to the orthodox doctrine that the emperor was a "layman" and subject to the law and dogma of the Church. With the triumph and spread of Arianism after the Council of Nicaea, the Eusebian "political theology" also won the day.
The pagan "reaction" of Julian the Apostate was inevitable. It may or may not have been a coincidence that at the center of his religious and political convictions was "the cult of the sun" and a crude form of Platonism. He fought zealously to wipe out Christianity in the name of paganism. Yet, orthodoxy (and to some extent Arianism) persisted and after the death of Julian (363) the tide began slowly to turn. The path to a Catholic kingdom was the arduous road through "the Valens-Valentinian compromise." Valens and Valentinian I tried to straddle two worlds, but the untenability of such a position brought the Roman Imperium to exhaustion. The enervation of the government was graphically demonstrated by the defeat of the Roman army and the death of Valens at the battle of Adrianople (378). The failure of the "reaction" and the "compromise" demanded a quick and effective solution if the Empire was to be saved. The way was open for the "Christian revolution" of Theodosius the Great (379-95). One of Theodosius' major problems was the relationship which must exist between Imperium and sacerdotium. "As the real prototype in history of the 'Christian prince,'" says Cochrane, "he was profoundly concerned to work out the logic of his position; and it is this fact, more than anything else, which determined the scope and character of his effort to bring about a radical readjustment to the existing relationship between the temporal and spiritual powers."
99 His solution was implicit in his decision to transform the Romanum Imperium into a Christian empire, to consummate the work of Constantine. His policy to Christianize Roman law, to create "godly and righteous legislation," and to support the clergy and implement canon law began with the edict of Thessalonica (380):
We desire that all peoples who fall beneath the sway of our imperial clemency should profess the faith which we believe to have been delivered to the Romans by the Apostle Peter and maintained in its traditional form to the present day... by the pontiff Damasus and the bishop Peter of Alexandria ... namely, that, following apostolic discipline and evangelical doctrine, we should believe in one Cochrane, op. cit., p. 324.
God, the blessed Trinity of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, adored with equal majesty. And we decree that those who follow this rule of faith should embrace the name of Catholic Christians, adjudging all others to be madmen and order them to be designated heretics... condemning them to suffer Divine punishment and, also, the vengeance of that power, in accordance with the Will of Heaven, which we shall decide to inflict. 100 Thus, the new basis of the Roman order was Nicene-Constantinopolitan Christianity. Making the religion of Christ the legal as well as the spiritual foundation of the Empire, Theodosius necessarily subordinated the Imperium to the sacerdotium. His monarchy was "sacred," but not by virtue of any direct and explicit connection with monotheism. Its "sacredness" followed from the nature of the religion which supported the whole structure of the Byzantine Empire.
The primacy of the sacerdotium is shown by the sensational incident which occurred in 390, the massacre of the riotous population at Thessalonica by order of Theodosius. The results of his encounter with Ambrose (333-97) 101 are an indication of how far the Emperor was willing to carry his "solution." Ambrose told him that the Imperium was subject to the sacerdotium "in the cause of faith."
102 Thus he refused Theodosius Holy Communion unless, like King David, he made public penance for the death of the Thessalonians. 103 He humbled himself and was forgiven. Now, whether the posture of Ambrose was related to the political theology maintained by the Arians with whom he was struggling in Milan, we cannot say; and whether it was Ambrose who induced Theodosius' son Gratian, the Western Emperor, to discard the old imperial title, pontifex maximus, we are unable to determine. 104 But the coincidence of all these facts must encourage us to believe that Rome under Theodosius was indeed changing and that the teachings of the Fathers were being felt. No doubt, too, the humiliation of the Emperor made a vivid and practical contribution to the demise of Eusebian political theory.
While Ambrose was wrestling with the problems of Milan and Italy, a new Christological storm was gathering in the East. Out of the school at Antioch came Diodore of Tarsus, whose doctrine about CKrist infected Nestorius, Patriarch of Constantinople. He preached that between the humanity and divinity in Christ no intrinsic connection may be said to exist. Theodosius II (408-50) convened an ecumenical council at Ephesus (431). The Emperor sent a letter to Cyril of Alexandria and the assembled bishops:
The stability of the Commonwealth depends upon the religion by which we honor God. They are bound closely together. Indeed, their relationship is such that the growth of the one is dependent upon the other, If true piety is perfectly observed, the Commonwealth will flourish. Since, then, the reins of government have been given to us by God and, also, the means by which piety and fidelity to doctrine are to be maintained, we seek to keep undivided the association which exists between them and thereby oversee the interest of both God and man. It is for us to provide for the prosperity of the Commonwealth and, so tç speak, keep a watchful eye upon all our subjects. It is our responsibility to insure orthodoxy in faith and morality by exhorting all to fulfill their calling... to the extent of their ability Above all, we are most anxious that such ecclesiastical conditions exist that are most pleasing to God. We desire, therefore, that unanimity and concord produce peace which eliminates religious controversy, riot and sedition; and that our holy faith be known to be above reproach everywhere; and, finally, that the priesthood be always invested with the highest dignity, without stain or blemish.
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The pronouncement by Theodosius II is probably the first to openly announce the separation of "powers," a separation which clearly implied their association. He asserts his intent to "oversee," to insure-for the honor of God and the stability of the Empire-domestic tranquility through the exclusion of "religious controversy, riot and sedition." He does not act by imperial fiat, but provides the bishops with the opportunity to resolve the matter at hand.
The Council of Ephesus, led by Cyril of Alexandria, responded by condemning Nestorius and adopting the "Cyrillian formulation" of the two natures in Christ. In his Anathemas Cyril acknowledged that the Logos is true God, who united Himself to man kath* henösin physikên. The sacerdotium and the Imperium are the greatest gifts to man from God, a bestowal of His supernal PhiUmthropia. The former governs divine matters, the latter presides over and has the diligent care of men. Both proceeding from one and the same source do adorn life. Hence, nothing ought to be more zealously pursued by the Emperor than the dignity of the sacerdotium even as priests should make constant petition to God for him. For if the sacerdotium is in every way blameless, acting with full confidence before God, while the Imperium rightly and justly adorns the poUteia entrusted to him, there may be expected a certain good symphonia from which arises all that is beneficial to humanity. Consequently, we have the greatest anxiety for the truth of the dogmas of God and the honor of the sacerdotium which, if faithfully upheld by it, can only result in the greatest good from God. And we will secure, also, whatever more good might be added to that which we already possess. This, indeed, will ensue if the beginning of our endeavors is appropriate and pleasing to God. We believe this will occur if unconditional observance is paid to the sacred canons which the glorious and venerable Apostles, eyewitnesses and ministers of the Divine Logos, have transmitted and the Holy Fathers of the Church have preserved and explained.
Justinian did not refer to "Church" and "state"-ekklêsia and basileiabut to imperium and sacerdotium, the government and the priesthood or leaders of the churches. Two ministries direct the affairs of the commonwealth or politela. They have a common origin and purpose. The priesthood governs spiritual matters and the government has "the diligent care of men." Hence, one life with two dimensions, one society with a symphonia or consonantia of powers.
Prof. Kartasheff finds in Justinian's symphonia a repudiation of Nestorianism and Monophysitism, both outlawed by Chalcedon. The Chalcedonian doctrine forces us, he says, to apply "the principles of Christology to sociology." Thus, the rejection of Nestorianism is likewise a rejection of any essential dichotomy between sacerdotium and Imperium-, and the rejection of Monophysitism is the rejection of the absorption of one power by the other. There are "two powers of one and the same organism." The "moral primacy" belongs to the sacerdotium, as "the spirit has necessary primacy over the flesh. The patriarch is the living and animate image of Christ by deeds and words typifying the truth. (2) The patriarch must, first, guard those whom God has put into his care, piously and soberly; then, he must bring to the unity of orthodoxy, as far as he can, all heretics; and, finally, through the awe which he inspires, through shining and admirable conduct, to lead unbelievers to follow the faith (5) The patriarch alone must interpret the canons passed by the Fathers and the decrees enacted by the holy councils. (6) The patriarch must explain and decide those things which have been negotiated and set in place by the early translated, this Christology meant that the Christian Roman Empire was a religio-political organism governed by a symphonia or "dyarchy of powers": the spiritual and doctrinal power of the Empire the Fathers put into the hands of the sacerdotium representing the divinity of Christ, while they placed within the competence of the emperor, as representing His humanity, all things pertaining to the "political" and civil matters. The priesthood was superior to the imperium by virtue of the former's spiritual (divine) function within the Empire. Thus the Fathers snapped the link which the ancients conceived to exist between monarchy-which many Fathers considered the best form of government 116 -and monotheism. The Emperors were the Christian equivalent of the Hebrew kings. Not an unlikely comparison, since the Fathers believed the Church-to which the Empire was united as one society-to be the New Israel. Indeed, East Rome was a "holy empire" with a transcendental purpose and hope which the Hellenizers never understood-the proclamation of the abiding and redeeming presence in history of the resurrected Christus-Deus. 117 These are the ideas we tried to support with several arguments: that the "development" of Christology was accompanied by greater definition of sacerdotal and imperial authority. We did not find it irrelevant to note that some Fathers completely rejected the mating of Church and empire. These were the most sensitive about the limitations of the imperium and the dignity of the sacerdotium-indeed, about the antithesis between the Church and the world. Again, the elaboration of Christian ontology and Christology appeared together, and both contradicted the theology and ontology of Eusebius and his teacher Origen. Is it not curious, we asked, that when Origenism (i.e., Hellenized Christianity) ceased to be a serious problem to the Church, such a document as the Epanagogê appeared to proclaim the patriarch of Constantinople "the living and animate law" of the societas Christiana? Is it not also true that the victory of the patristic political Christology also meant the defeat or, more accurately, the Christianization of Hellenism? Is it not true, moreover, that the Byzantine exousia evolved away from the political theology of Eusebius, which had for many of the early Byzantine emperors defined the Constantinian renovado? In a word, we do not think that the evidence sustains the opinion that Eusebius was the "author" of Christian Rome's political theory. There is simply no logic to the idea that the Church which feared and incessantly denounced the classical scientia would accept as her political theorist the philosophy of a man who was threatening to put the asp to her bosom.
